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President's 1960 Budget The most serious attack on the College Housing 
Would Nearly Eliminate Loan Program since its inception in 1950 is con- 
College Housing Loans tained in the President's Budget Message as sub- 


mitted to Congress on January 19. The text of the 
pertinent passage follows. 


The college housing program provides long-term loans at low interest rates to 
finance housing and related facilities under the Housing Act of 1950, as amended (12 
U.S.C. 1749). The program is funded by a Treasury borrowing authorization initially 
limited to $300 million by the original legislation but increased by subsequent amend- 
ments to $925 million. Not to exceed $100 million of the total authorization is avail- 
able for related facilities such as dining facilities and student unions. The housing 
Act of 1957 extended eligibility to hospital-connected housing for interns, and for 
nursing schools at above the high school level, to the amount of $25 million. Under 
the interest formula fixed by the Housing Amendments of 1955- the higher of 2.75% or 
0.25% above the average rate on the outstanding public debt--the loan rate for the 
current year is 2-7/8. 

Budget program.-- The budget program for the college housing program contemplates 
the enactment of proposed legislation providing a $200 million increase in the Treas- 
ury borrowing authorization for use during the current year. The proposed increase 
in authorization is shown under Proposed for later transmission. 

For 1960, major changes in the college housing program are recommended. 

Public institutions would be made ineligible for Federal loans. These institu- 
tions, which have accounted for an estimated 60% of the loan commitments under the 
program in recent years, can sell their tax-exempt bonds privately at interest rates 
approaching those which must be paid by the Treasury on borrowings of comparable 
maturity. 

A $100 million authorization would be provided to guarantee the taxable obliga- 
tions of private institutions. 

The present interest rate formula would be revised to provide for interest rates 
a of 1% above the average yields on outstanding Treasury obligations of comparable 
maturities. Present rates are + of 1% above the average interest rate on the out- 
standing public debt. 

No new obligational authority would be provided for 1960. Direct loan commitments 
of approximately $54 million will be made from the proceeds from repayments and the 
sale of bonds from the portfolio. 


Educational Groups Urge Continuation of the College Housing Loan Program 
Federal Loans For Housing and establishment of a parallel program for class- 
And Academic Buildings rooms, laboratories, and other academic buildings 


were urged by four representatives of national 
educational organizations before the Senate Banking and Currency Committee on January 
26. A comprehensive written statement for the record was presented on behalf of the 
American Council on Education, the American Association of Land-Grant Colleges and State 
Universities, the Association of American Colleges, and the Association for Higher 
Education, N. E. A. Supplementary oral statements were made by the four witnesses. 
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The general summary of the recommendations was offered by President Hurst 


R. Anderson of American University, speaking for the Council's Committee on 
Relationships of Higher Education to the Federal Government. The major portion 


of his testimony is reproduced below. 


Mr. Chairman, all of us are well aware that we are considering today what 
provision should be made for continuing the College Housing Loan Program for two 
full years. No additional funds were authorized in 1958 for the program, since 
Congress passed no housing bill at its last session. Even though no funds were 
available, applications for additional loans were invited during the past six 
months by the President of the United States, and colleges and universities 
throughout the country have submitted such applications in good faith. Our 
recommendations for authorization of additional funds, therefore, cover the two- 
year period from July 1, 1958 to July 1, 1960. 

The experience during the last complete normal year, which ended June 30, 
1958, demonstrates an urgent need for approximately $250 million a year for 
dormitories. We agree with the Administration, however, that in the current 
fiscal year, because of the lack of authorized funds during so large a portion 
of the period, the demand probably will not exceed $200 million. The total for 
the two-year period should be $450 million, to which should be added $50 million 
for dining halls, infirmaries, and related facilities, since funds for this 
portion of the program have been exhausted. The recommended grand total of $500 
million does not include provision for hospitals, since this section of the 
program is outside the province of higher education. If $50 million were added 
for housing of student nurses and interns, as provided in S.57, the grand total 
would be $550 million. 

We note with gratification that S. 57 has no provision changing the interest 
rate formula. The present formula is thoroughly justified in theory and has had 
excellent results in practice. An explanation of these points is included in the 
comprehensive statement before you. 

We deplore the recommendations in the President's budget message which, for 
all practical purposes, would terminate expansion of the program on June 30 of 
this year. 

There is no justification whatever for discriminating against publicly 
supported institutions by making them ineligible for future loans. 

The proposed $100 million authorization to guarantee the taxable obligations 
of private institutions is merely an idle gesture. Since there has never been a 


default by a college or university on a housing loan from any source in the entire 
history of American higher education, a Federal guarantee is known to be unneces- 


sary, and would have, so far as we can determine, no effect toward lowering the 
interest changed by private lenders. 


The proposed change in the interest formula is another in a series of annual 


attempts to destroy the program by making the interest charge prohibitively high. 
If the interest rate were increased according to the proposed formula, even 
the $54 million offered for new loans in fiscal 1960 might well be more than the 
colleges could afford to make use of. 
We strongly urge, therefore, that the recommendations in the President's 


budget message be rejected, with the single exception of the $200 million additi- 


tional authorization of funds for fiscal 1959, which is included in our general 
‘recommendations made above, 


Mr. Chairman, besides urging continuation of the present College Housing Loan 


Program at the level of effectiveness achieved in fiscal 1958, we advocate the 


establishment of a new program of loans for classroom buildings and other academic 
facilities, as set forth in S. 57. However, we recommend an initial authorization | 
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of funds for this program of $250 million, as provided in S. 194, rather than the 
smaller sum provided in S. 57. 

We have evidence from careful studies that in order to provide for a doubling 
of enrollment in the next decade, American institutions of higher learning will 
need to spend at least as much on academic buildings as on housing. Allowing for 
the inevitable lag in setting up a new program, we are confident that the demand 
for loans for academic buildings will very soon be as great as that for housing 
loans. If we are wrong, the authorized funds can be stretched over a longer 
period; if we are right, and the authorized funds are inadequate, the lost con- 
struction time can never be made up. 

Mr. Chairman, I have sketched our general recommendations with a minimum of 
elaboration. My colleagues will present discussions of several issues that we 
consider to be especially important. May I emphasize that we come before you as 
a group for two purposes: to urge the continuation of the College Housing Loan 
Program at a level of demonstrated effectiveness, and to recommend the establish- 
ment of a parallel but separate program for classrooms, laboratories, and other 
academic facilities. We ask favorable consideration of these proposals in the 
name of the youth of this country who in future years will be qualified for 
college education, but will be denied it, unless every agency in our society that 
can offer support provides that support in full measure. It is essential that 
the Federal Government continue to do its part. 


Leaders in both Houses of Congress are attempting to secure quick action on 
an omnibus housing bill, of which the college loan programs will be a part. Con- 
sequently hearings will be brief, and committee approval of a measure in each 
House may come by the middle of February. 

Following are the members of the Senate Banking and Currency Committee: 


J. W. Fulbright, Arkansas, Chairman 


A. Willis Robertson, Virginia Harrison A. Williams, Jr., New Jersey 

John J. Sparkman, Alabama Edmund S. Muskie, Maine 

J. Allen Frear, Jr., Delaware Homer E. Capehart, Indiana 

Paul H. Douglas, Illinois Wallace F. Bennett, Utah 

Joseph S. Clark, Pennsylvania Prescott Bush, Connecticut 

William Proxmire, Wisconsin J. Glenn Beall, Maryland 

Robert C. Byrd, West Virginia Kenneth B. Keating, New York 
Folder Suggests Plans For At the request of the Lincoln Sesquicentennial 
Lincoln Sesquicentennial Commission, the Council is distributing with 


this issue of the Bulletin copies of a folder 
containing suggestions to American colleges and universities concerning possible 
programs commemorating the 150th anniversary of Abraham Lincoln's birth. These 
copies were supplied to the Council by the Commission, without charge, and the 
Council is glad to bring them to the attention of Bulletin readers. 


Advisory Group Picked Appointment of a 12-member National Advisory 
For Fellowship Program Committee to assist the Office of Education in 

administering Graduate Fellowships. under the 
National Defense Education Act has been announced by U. S. Commissioner of 
Education Lawrence G. Derthick. 

The Committee had an initial two-day meeting on January 16 and 17 - assist 
Commissioner Derthick and his staff in setting up criteria for approval and in 
evaluating the approximately 8,000 requests for fellowships embodied in approx- 
imately 1,000 fellowship programs. The programs were submitted by 166 institutions 
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of higher education in 46 states, and the proposals cover a great variety of 
nee fields. Another two-day committee meeting was held on January 23 and 

The appointments announced by Commissioner Derthick are: Dr. Rosemary Park, 
president of the Connecticut College for Women, an authority on German literature;§ 
Dr. Leonard B,Beach, dean of the Graduate School of Vanderbilt University, and a 
past president of the Association of Graduate Schools; Dr. Robert M. Lumiansky, 
specialist in mediaeval English literature and dean of the Graduate School of 
Tulane University; Dr. John A. Perkins, former undersecretary of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and president of the University of Delaware; Dr. 
Walter F. Loehwing, president of the Association of Graduate Schools and dean of 
the Graduate School at the State University of Iowa; Dr. Robert W. MacVicar, 
agricultural chemist, and vice president of Oklahoma State University of Agricult 
and Applied Science; Dr. John C. Weaver, a geographer and dean of the Graduate 
School at the University of Nebraska; Dr. Henry Hill, president of the George 
Peabody College for Teachers, and a member of the White House Conferences on 
Education and of the U. S. Education Missions to Germany and Japan; the Right 
Reverend Monsignor Frederick G. Hochwalt, executive secretary of the National 
Catholic Educational Association for the past 10 years, an adviser to the U. S. 
delegation to UNESCO, and a member of the U. S. Education Mission to Japan; Dr. 
Lloyd S. Woodburne, formerly of the University of Michigan and now dean of the . 
College of Arts and Sciences at the University of Washington; Dr. Harold L. Hazen, 
electrical engineer and dean of the Graduate School at the Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology; and Dr. Jay Saunders Redding, novelist and professor of English at 
the Hampton Institute. 


Committee Considers During the Council's Annual Meeting in October 195§ 
Proposed Resolution a recommendation was presented to the Resolutions 
Committee from Section II that the Council urge 
state departments of education to employ qualified specialists in the various 
academic areas that are of concern to the secondary schools. It was pointed out 
that many state departments have specialists in such fields as driver training, 
vocational education, elementary education, etc., but do not employ specialists 
in important subject-matter areas. The Resolutions Committee referred the matter 
to the Executive Committee on the ground that there should be further consideratigg 
before the Council became committed to a definite recommendation. 

The Executive Committee, at its meeting on January 14, 1959, discussed the 
matter at some length. It became evident that there were very serious problems 
of principle and practice involved. Consequently, the Executive Committee voted 
to refer the recommendation to the Council on Cooperation in Teacher Education 
with the request that the matter be studied further, and that a report be made to 
the Committee on a desirable and feasible course of action. 
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